INTRODUCTION
In December 1945 Stalin invited the Armenian diaspora to return to their "homeland," the Soviet Republic of Armenia. In response, almost 100,000 Armenians left their homes to start new lives in the Soviet Union. 1 The majority of these so-called "repatriates" were the children and families of Armenians who had fled or been deported from the Ottoman Empire during the First World War and Armenian Genocide. After the war, most of these Armenians had been unable to return to their former homes and had therefore settled in diaspora communities, principally in the Middle East, Europe and the United States. It was from these communities that the repatriates were drawn. History & Memory, Vol. 28 
, No. 2 (Fall/Winter 2016)
The Soviet Republic of Armenia was established in Transcaucasia in December 1920, in the aftermath of the collapse of the Ottoman and Russian Empires and following a short-lived period of Armenian independence. 3 In the years that followed, the status of the Soviet Republic as an authentic homeland for Armenians was highly contested in diaspora communities. In general, supporters of the Dashnaksutiun (the Armenian Revolutionary Federation, a nationalist party that had governed the First Republic of Armenia until the Soviet takeover in 1920 and which had been targeted by the Soviet authorities as a nationalist threat) were critical of the Soviet state, whilst "liberals" associated with the Armenian General Benevolent Union (AGBU) were more conciliatory. 4 Despite these divisions, during the 1920s and early 1930s a steady stream of diaspora Armenians resettled in Soviet Armenia through schemes organized by the Soviet Armenian authorities and the AGBU. 5 The campaign launched by the Soviet Union in 1945 was, however, on a much grander scale than these interwar schemes.
An intensive campaign of propaganda was launched by the Soviet Armenian government and sympathetic diaspora organizations. Their rhetoric evoked a Soviet paradise, inviting diaspora Armenians to return to a safe and prosperous life in their "national home." 6 Divisions and doubts were temporarily set aside as diaspora Armenians took up the invitation before the scheme came to an abrupt end in 1949. 7 Perhaps unsurprisingly, those repatriates who arrived in Soviet Armenia were faced with poverty, isolation and sometimes repression. In the words of Hagop Touryantz, a repatriate from Lebanon, "the irresponsible behaviour of the organisers, the poor reception by those considered our native brothers and sisters and most of all the source of all these negative factors-the prevailing political regime-the Stalin era" meant that the promised land evoked in repatriation propaganda failed to materialize. 8 A significant number became the target of deportations to Central Asia in 1949 on the grounds that they were Dashnaks (Armenian nationalists). Under these circumstances it is not surprising that many repatriates chose to leave the Soviet Union from the late 1950s onwards. Indeed, Anahid Ter Minassian suggests that all, or nearly all, of the repatriates from France eventually left Soviet Armenia. 9 The hardship endured by repatriates coupled with their later exodus has meant that repatriation occupies a complex place in Armenian collective memory and identity. During the Soviet period the repatriations gener-ally elicited two responses from diaspora communities: they were either dismissed as a mistake or viewed as a symbol of Soviet betrayal. However, since the fall of the Soviet Union repatriation has come under increased scrutiny, both from historians and within the media and political and cultural spheres in the Armenian Republic and diaspora. 10 This burgeoning of interest may be attributed to a number of factors, not least the emigration of Armenians (many of them repatriates) from Soviet Armenia during the 1990s. It is also related to broader reconfigurations of relations between homeland and diaspora prompted by the fall of the Soviet Union and the ensuing individual and collective attempts to navigate the complexities of identity and belonging during a period of rapid change. 11 In addition, a steady stream of new diaspora repatriates to the Armenian Republic has created an imperative to learn lessons from previous experiences. 12 In this article I address the place of the repatriations in Armenian history and collective memory through an analysis of memoirs published by repatriates from France, Lebanon and the United States. 13 Like many others, the authors of these memoirs ultimately left Soviet Armenia. Even though they began to leave the Soviet Union in the 1950s, in the majority of cases they did not publish their memoirs until the final years of the Soviet Union's existence. Few of these narratives have attracted a wide readership beyond Armenian communities. The aim of this analysis is not to supplement recent research on the integration of repatriates into Soviet society and the nuances of repatriate identity.
14 Rather, I turn to these narratives in order to examine the place of repatriation in contemporary Armenian discourses of history and identity, considering the ways in which repatriates have understood and represented their own experience. In particular, I examine how narratives of repatriation have been inflected by the memories, legacies and denial of the Armenian Genocide. As Razmik Panossian explains, the Genocide remains "the cornerstone of modern Armenian identity, particularly in the diaspora. It is a defining moment, which on the one hand acts as a fundamental break with the past and the historic homeland, while on the other it serves as a prism through which national identity is seen, politics interpreted and culture redefined." tion to powerful, often traumatic, experiences that preceded their birth but that were nevertheless transmitted to them so deeply as to seem to constitute memories in their own right." 16 Whilst Hirsch's work focuses on the aftermaths of the Holocaust, her conception of postmemory offers powerful insights into the ways in which other experiences of mass violence are remembered by later generations. 17 Although the primary focus of the narratives I address here is repatriation, they also relate to the postmemory of Genocide in the Armenian diaspora. For authors and readers alike, these narratives negotiate a difficult history, providing a framework and a language through which individuals are reconnected with family, community and national pasts.
The history of the Armenian Genocide and its aftermaths is central to the majority of these repatriate narratives. It variously provides a point of departure, structures the narrative and imbues it with a sense of purpose or direction. Nonetheless, despite the pervasive presence of the Genocide and its consequences, the experience of repatriation and its place in Armenian national histories and collective memories cannot simply be reduced to an aftermath. Repatriate narratives are inflected by a range of other events and processes which have shaped the diverse trajectories of displacement and resettlement that characterize Armenian experiences in the twentieth century. I therefore turn to repatriate narratives in order to bring to the fore the factors that have intersected with the aftermath of Genocide in the shaping of Armenian identities and memories, in particular the Cold War and the rise and fall of the Soviet Union.
NATIONAL PASTS AND PERSONAL NARRATIVES
A turn to narratives has been increasingly evident in the study of postGenocide Armenian communities.
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Alongside the growth of oral-historical approaches in diaspora communities, survivor memoirs have proliferated. While popular memoirs and autobiographies are qualitatively different from academic oral histories, the significance accorded to first-person narratives in both cases is nevertheless striking. Some of these texts are new, others are versions or translations of memoirs written over previous decades.
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A survivor memoir, according to Victoria Rowe, "usually centres on the deportation and experiences of the individual writer, her family, village or town in 1915. Some memoirs also describe the pre-Genocide Armenian life, including information about towns and villages, family histories and local customs…." 20 This renewed interest in narratives has coincided with wider changes in diaspora Armenian communities since the 1960s, in particular the growth of formalized, public practices of commemoration and demands for international recognition of the Genocide. Khachig Tölölyan terms this development a "critical stock-taking" in a diaspora that has become more socially, politically and economically secure and sought to reengage with its past. 21 Since then a range of narratives exploring "hidden" family pasts or meditating on remembrance in the context of denial, such as Peter Balakian's Black Dog of Fate and Michael J. Arlen's Passage to Ararat, have also emerged. 22 These narratives are part of the structures of postmemory, the means of "inter-and trans-generational transmission of traumatic knowledge" in Armenian families and communities. They recall a traumatic past and integrate it into broader narratives of familial and national history, in an "uneasy oscillation" between the rupture of the Genocide and the continuities and connections made by tracing the trajectories of Armenian families and individuals through space and time. 23 In the face of active Turkish denial, oral and written accounts of the Armenian Genocide and its consequences have a particular significance. For example, Armenian scholar and collector of oral histories, Verjine Svazlian, states that "each one of these testimonies has, from the juridical point of view, an evidential significance in the equitable solution of the Armenian case and in the recognition of the Armenian Genocide." 24 Survivor narratives have thus been regarded as a form of "testimony" with which denial can be countered. This need to provide evidence has multiple effects. Whilst it generates an impetus to tell and to record stories, it also shapes the way in which these stories are told, for if they are to function as evidence they require certain qualities in terms of content, consistency and coherence. 25 Survivor narratives must be understood in the context of a dominant narrative of the Armenian past which has emerged in the post-Genocide period, stressing the ancientness of the nation and contrasting ever-present threat with the historical capacity of the nation to survive against the odds.
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The dominant narrative of modern Armenian history charts a path from the Genocide through the struggles of life in the diaspora and posits recognition and/or reunification and return to the "lost lands" in Eastern Anatolia as an ideal conclusion. In order to make sense of the Genocide and fulfill the function of securing international recognition, this narrative is highly coherent and leaves little space for articulations or explorations of individual experience. As Talar Chahinian has explained, "Although multiple memories of many survivors contribute to the making of the narrative, the experience of the Genocide is recounted as a shared experience. Ultimately, the narrative serves as the conflated sum of many individual perspectives, unified as one, as that of the victim."
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It would be easy to assume that finding a place for repatriation or homecoming within an overarching narrative of post-Genocide history would be straightforward. After all, the notion of longing for homeland and the quest for return has long been understood as central to diasporic identities.
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In addition, the perceived betrayal of the Armenian repatriates at the hands of the Soviet authorities easily fits a narrative of national suffering and survival. In reality, an in-depth examination of the repatriations uncovers challenges to conventional narratives of history and identity. It brings to the fore divisions within the diaspora and tensions inherent in representations of homeland and suggests that homecoming does not necessarily represent a happy ending. These issues have the potential to undermine the unified national narrative and threaten its ability to make sense of a traumatic past. Because of this, the voices of repatriates have been somewhat marginalized. Even though recent analyses have begun to address the diversity and complexity of repatriate experiences, in diaspora communities perceptions of repatriation are still usually incorporated into a narrative of national suffering and survival as "one more trial" for the long-suffering nation.
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In popular diaspora perceptions repatriates emerge as a unified, passive group. These repatriates, so the story goes, were rejected by the local Armenian population of Soviet Armenia who called them "aghpar" (the word means brother but is used here in a pejorative way.) They were also said to be intentionally isolated and disproportionately persecuted by the Soviet authorities. This negative view of repatriation was not unfounded. That the majority of repatriates suffered a great deal of hardship is beyond doubt. The scheme lived up to the expectations of neither the diaspora nor the Soviet authorities. The problems encountered by the repatriates were witnessed with anger and regret by those who had "stayed behind" in diaspora communities and became a key feature of critiques of Soviet Armenia.
Nonetheless, attending to the narratives of repatriates complicates this picture in a number of ways. Certainly the narratives testify to suffering and hardship, many of them making direct reference to the deportation of repatriates to Siberia and Central Asia and the climate of fear it created. Two of the narratives, Lazare Indjeyan's "Les Années volées" and Armand Maloumian's Les Fils du Goulag, specifically concern the authors' incarceration and eventual escape from the gulag. 31 However, other narratives tell the stories of individuals who had more "ordinary" experiences of life in the USSR, presenting the repatriates as active agents who were able to create new lives for themselves in the Soviet Union. Life did not stand still in Soviet Armenia for the repatriates and the vast majority of these narratives evoke a sense of progress and even success through reference to the development of romances, the building of new homes or forging of new careers. Sonia Meghreblian's narrative describes her mother's satisfaction "that she had begun working practically immediately after our arrival in Yerevan." Meghreblian also describes with pride her progress through the Pedagogical Languages Institute in Yerevan. 32 Tom Mooradian, one of the few repatriates to arrive in Soviet Armenia from the United States, meanwhile explains how his talents as a basketball player allowed him to forge a more bearable life whilst simultaneously giving him hope of finding a way out: "as soon as I saw the ball, the backboards, and the baskets and heard the sounds of shots bouncing off the rim and sinking into the net, I felt that I was back home. This was the perfect escape." 33 The narratives also call into question the characterization of repatriation as either a discrete event or even as an interruption of the "natural" path of Armenian history. The majority address repatriation not as a stand-alone event but instead as part of life stories or one stage in prolonged and complex trajectories of migration. The very titles of Meghreblian's An Armenian Odyssey and Touryantz's Search for a Homeland are indicative of the way in which repatriation is framed as part of an extended individual, familial or even national journey. The narratives chart movement through time and space, but also chart the progress of the protagonists and their families through a series of hardships to an eventual place of peace or resolution, thus echoing longer-term national narratives of survival against the odds.
An emphasis on family connections across multiple generations, in particular reference to reunions between family members separated during the Genocide, help to frame repatriation as part of a broader historical 35 Knowing that her mother had escaped the Genocide by fleeing to the Soviet Armenian town of Kirovokan, leaving her in the care of the American orphanage in Harput, Marinos had searched for her since their arrival. Such details are an important means of making connections between past and present, bridging the rupture caused by the Genocide. The fact that this bridging is structured around a family event is significant, as Hirsch explains: "Familial structures of mediation and representation facilitate the affiliative acts of the postgeneration. The idiom of family can become an accessible lingua franca easing identification and projection across distance and difference. This explains the pervasiveness of family pictures and family narratives as artistic media in the aftermath of trauma." 36 Thus in this case the story of one Armenian family can be imbued with the significance of a reunion of the national family.
Although the narratives demonstrate the complexity of paths taken by repatriates, connecting them to longer-term histories, the small repertoire of images and anecdotes that have come to be shorthand for repatriation in Armenian communities are also in evidence. In general, raising the issue of the repatriations with Armenians both in the Republic of Armenia and in the diaspora prompts two responses: first, mention of close or distant family members who were repatriates, and second, the recounting of brief anecdotes that are thought to embody the repatriate experience. The story of a photograph containing a hidden "code" to tell relatives whether or not to repatriate is repeated both in repatriate narratives and in popular anecdotes in the Republic and diaspora communities. 37 For example, the French repatriate Albert Andonian's version of the "photo story" is told with characteristic humor. He had told his cousin to send him a photo of her when she arrived. If she was sitting down in the photo it would mean that conditions were bad and he should not repatriate, but if she was standing, conditions were fine and he should repatriate. However, in the picture she sent him she was not sitting but lying on a couch. He claims he "didn't understand" how to interpret this, so he came to Armenia and, as he says, had to live with the consequences. 38 In a similar fashion the story of ships carrying repatriates to Soviet Armenia running out of soft white bread and providing the repatriates with stale black bread instead also appears frequently, as shorthand for the realization that all was not well, that hardships lay ahead. 39 Such anecdotes and images are familiar to many Armenian readers as they are frequently shared in family and community settings. Their reiteration in these texts has the power to reinforce the sense of a shared past. 40 This sense of a shared Armenian past is evoked powerfully through recurring reference to the Genocide and its aftermaths. As the authors were the descendants of survivors, born in the years that followed the Genocide, the experiences of their parents or grandparents loomed large. As Lorne Shirnian has noted, "As the children, grandchildren and great grandchildren of the survivors of the Armenian genocide we are the inheritors of the stories and images of their traumatic experience." 41 The pervasive presence of the events of the Genocide in the narratives echoes Hirsch's observations of the postmemory of the children of Holocaust survivors: "To grow up with such overwhelming inherited memories, to be dominated by narratives that preceded one's birth or one's consciousness is to risk having one's own stories displaced, even evacuated by those of a previous generation." 42 Strikingly, in Les Pommes rouges Jean Der Sarkissian explains that the Genocide was a continual presence in his childhood. The sufferings of his parents, he claims, were "inscribed" on him. 43 The implication is that these events have continued to shape his life, in particular determining the family decision to repatriate and its consequences.
The ways in which these narratives engage with "inherited memories" of the Genocide and its aftermaths vary. Most frame repatriation as part of a chain of events set in motion by the Genocide. Rebecca Batrikian's narrative Jeff et Rebecca takes this approach but also situates the repatriations within an even longer-term family history of migration, tracing the displacements and resettlements of her family from their villages in Eastern Anatolia to Bulgaria, then France, followed by "repatriation" to Soviet Armenia, on to Russia, then an eventual return to France. 44 Tom Mooradian's narrative meanwhile evokes the silences that frequently surrounded the Genocide during the first half of the twentieth century. His mother, he says, could not, or would not, talk about her past: "the stories came from Uncle Garabed in Canada and were never uttered by my mother." These "stories" not only frame the chapter describing his departure from America but recur at key points in the narrative. when the repatriate ships passed close to the Turkish shore he wondered, "how cruel a force was unleashed on those shores in that insane year of 1915 that survivors could not forget but refused to talk about it." 45 The passage through the straits functions as a link between past and present in a number of these accounts. Lazare Indjeyan describes how, as they entered the Bosphorus, "the old ones, who had managed to escape the Genocide, remained quiet, lost in their memories." 46 The history and memory of Genocide also comes to the fore when these texts engage with the Soviet deportations of Armenian repatriates to Central Asia and Siberia in 1949. Some of the authors draw explicit parallels between the Soviet deportations and the Ottoman deportations almost fifty years previously. For many, the deportations felt like the final stage of the process that began as the ships carrying the repatriates to Soviet Armenia entered the Black Sea-the transformation of Soviet Armenia from a place of safety to a place of insecurity and threat. This transformation came as a great shock. In the words of Touryantz, "another banishment or exile was the last thing we could have expected to happen in our fatherland." 47 The framing of the events of 1949 in this way means that this part of the narrative is not simply a "witnessing" of the ills of the Soviet system. Rather, because of the connection that is made between the two sets of events, it serves as testimony of the ongoing trials of the Armenian nation, resonating with and reinforcing a dominant, overarching narrative of Armenian history as a story of suffering and survival.
In contrast to the emphasis placed on deportations in these repatriate narratives, recent analyses of oral history interviews with repatriates who remained in Soviet Armenia have highlighted a silence around these events. Maike Lehmann has argued that this silence was due to the fact that these repatriates had (unlike the authors of the memoirs) become part of a broader "post-Soviet culture" and subscribed to its "rules of remembering and forgetting." 48 Speaking of the deportations and connecting them to the Armenian Genocide may therefore be interpreted as a means by which the repatriate authors positioned themselves outside the conventions of late Soviet society and culture and staked their claim to a diaspora identity defined by a particular kind of memory and connection to history.
Thus, memories and aftermaths of the Genocide play a number of different roles in framing the repatriations in these texts. References to the Armenian Genocide not only locate the repatriations within the broader narrative of Armenian history, they also have an explanatory function-only in the context of Genocide and its aftermaths can the fateful decision to resettle in the Soviet Union be properly understood. Repatriation narratives are thus part of the structures of the postmemory of the Genocide, part of the work of Armenian diaspora communities to "reactivate and reembody more distant social/national and archival/cultural memorial structures by reinvesting them with resonant individual and familial forms of mediation and aesthetic expression." 49 However their content also goes beyond the aftermaths of Genocide and engages directly with the many other factors that shaped Armenian experiences in the twentieth century.
SOVIET STORIES?
Recollection of life "before" the fateful decision to repatriate is common to a number of these narratives. This part is often extended relative to the rest of the narrative, providing space for a powerful evocation of life in diaspora communities which recalls Genocide survivors' idealized recollections of their own former homes in the Ottoman Empire before the Genocide. Jean Der Sarkissian commences, "I was living in paradise, in a paradise of Armenians, rue Bouffier, a small street of Valence where those who had escaped the genocide lived together. I was six, seven, eight years old… childhood." 50 This evocation of idealized communities or childhoods opens up discussion of the conflicting feelings prompted by the repatriation campaign, revealing fractures within ostensibly united families and diaspora communities. This is followed by an account of the journey to Soviet Armenia. As the narratives progress the drama of embarkation followed by the long journey to Armenia is recounted, along with a gradual realization that the repatriation will not live up to expectations. 51 After the point of arrival in Soviet Armenia however, these narratives diverge significantly as the authors describe the various ways in which they carved out new lives for themselves and attempt to make sense of their experiences of repatriation in very different ways.
The divergent stories of repatriate experience which constitute the central part of these texts disrupt assumptions about repatriation as a wholly negative experience. Whilst they do not shy away from the hardships of living as a repatriate they present a more complex picture of the Published between 1987 and 2012, these narratives undoubtedly emerged as a product of increasing international interest in Soviet life arising from the crisis in, and ultimately collapse of, the USSR.
In the Armenian case the fall of the Soviet Union had a secondary significance. Since the interwar period diaspora attitudes to the Soviet Union had remained highly ambivalent, fracturing along lines of political affiliation. Whilst some of the hostility to Soviet Armenia was ideologically driven, others believed that a "true" Armenian homeland could not exist without the return of "lost lands" in Eastern Anatolia and thus that Soviet Armenia would always be second best. The failure of Soviet Armenia to live up to repatriate hopes meant that repatriation was rapidly adopted as evidence of both Soviet hostility to the Armenians and the ills of the Soviet system in general. This assessment was based, for the most part, on reports of personal experiences shared through family and community networks and diaspora press coverage (Dashnaksutiun-affiliated publications, in particular, drew on the experience of repatriates to support an explicitly anti-Soviet agenda). The arrival in diaspora communities of former repatriates from Soviet Armenia bearing tales of material deprivation and political oppression provided the final proof of the failure of the venture.
When repatriates left the Soviet Union they met with a complex response from the diaspora communities to which they returned. Anahid Ter Minassian explains that they were "unanimously condemned by the communist authorities, the religious authorities and the diaspora" and their actions were regarded as a "betrayal of the motherland." 53 This hostility was frequently coupled with a feeling that the repatriates had been changed by their time in Armenia, that they had become "Soviet." A respondent in Robert Arnoux's oral history of the repatriations, Arménie 1947: Les Naufragés de la terre promise, observed that when he returned to France, Armenians there called him "Hayastansi," meaning an Armenian from "Hayastan" (Soviet Armenia), as opposed to one of the diaspora communities, implying linguistic, social and cultural difference. 54 Being "Soviet," in this context, seems to have been more to do with patterns of speech, social convention and modes of interaction with authorities than political conviction. The authors of these narratives were, like other returnees, caught between the Soviet Union and the diaspora, belonging fully to neither. Their memoirs may be read as an attempt to negotiate these two worlds. Thus, whilst these narratives are stories about life in the Soviet system, whether these repatriates could be said to have become "Soviet" remains in question.
In her recent research on repatriates who remained in Soviet Armenia Maike Lehmann has highlighted the ways in which these individuals had become "partially integrated":
Repatriates, with time, have become Soviet, even if they were not to resemble the picture-perfect New Man. While describing themselves implicitly as the better citizens and adhering to local rules and narratives, they not only came (at least partially) to subscribe to Soviet rules, but in turn also inscribed themselves into the Soviet Armenian community by outlining their contribution to a national community in the Soviet realm. 55 In these narratives, in contrast, the authors endeavor to position themselves outside of the Soviet system, although the attempt is not always fully successful. The contents of the memoirs demonstrate that the processes of integration that Lehmann describes had, to a degree, occurred. Nonetheless, it seems clear that the intention of the authors is to demonstrate through these texts that despite their knowledge of the Soviet world, they did not "speak Bolshevik." 56 If, as Igal Halfin reminds us, "regimes on both side of the divide were invested in the production of normative human biographies," then the repatriates were attempting to fashion biographies that fitted the norms of the "West" and the expectations of the Armenian diaspora, rather than those of the Soviet world. 57 Paperno observes that "life stories from the Soviet Union tend to derive their claim to significance from their catastrophic experience," and the narratives of repatriates are no exception in this regard, as they relate to two kinds of "survival." nian histories that had been contested or denied, bringing together two facets of twentieth-century history that are usually addressed in isolation and imbuing both with an additional layer of complexity. Maloumian's memoir, Les Fils du Goulag is, as the title suggests, principally a "gulag memoir" and as such engages with issues of Armenian history and identity in a rather different way. Maloumian was arrested in October 1948, before the wave of Soviet deportations of Armenians in 1949, accused of being a traitor and imprisoned in the Soviet Union until February 1956. When Maloumian mentions the Armenian Genocide in his preface he situates it within a global history of genocide and "crimes against humanity" rather than as a particularly Armenian story. 59 The deportation of repatriates is frequently incorporated into overarching narratives of Armenian "national suffering," and Maloumian does describe the fate of other Armenians he encounters in the prison system, such as a "poor man who had believed in returning to the land of his ancestors to give his children and grandchildren the chance to learn Armenian and to have an Armenian education." 60 However, his response to his own experience goes beyond a consideration of the fate of the nation, and in his prologue he launches a strident critique of the Soviet Union, "a land where what is true today was false yesterday and will be false tomorrow," railing against both the Soviet regime and the failure of the rest of the world to take action against its crimes.
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His 1976 narrative, written before the Gorbachev era of glasnost' and perestroika, makes explicit a political, or perhaps moral, purpose-to reveal the truth of the Soviet Union and to give hope and courage to others.
FATE AND FAMILY
Despite frequent evocations of the ills of the Soviet system, the authors of the majority of these narratives clearly do not understand themselves simply as passive in the face of Soviet "betrayal" or as pawns in an allencompassing Armenian narrative of national suffering and survival. Rather, these narratives reveal a complex interaction between feelings of helplessness and being "at the mercy of fate" and active attempts to take control or shape one's own life in the face of great hardship. This attempt to "take control" may be understood on two levels, both in terms of the actions taken at the time by repatriates in order to change or improve their situation and in terms of the endeavor to impose some kind of order and coherence on a life of dislocation and upheaval through the production of a biographical narrative. 62 The sense of being "at the mercy of fate" is most explicit in Andonian's memoir, tellingly entitled À chacun son destin. Andonian's experience was unusual and his narrative reflects this, presenting his story of an extraordinary life as a series of twists of fate or chance encounters with a strong sense of humor and irony. In a similar fashion, Armand Maloumian, the French repatriate who found himself incarcerated in the gulag system, also presents himself as an "ordinary" person whose life was changed in entirely unpredictable ways by the repatriations. 63 Lazare Indjeyan meanwhile engages with this "ordinary person in extraordinary times" trope by recounting his naive belief that he would be able to obtain a two-year visa so that if he was not happy he could return to France before the visa ran out.
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"Fate" is counterbalanced in a number of ways in these narratives, for example through reference to acts of resistance or transgression-however minor. Thus, Albert Andonian recounts an attempt to visit his mother in Leninakan (Gyumri) to retrieve some of his belongings from her. Leninakan was, however, close to the Turkish border and it was near impossible to receive permission to travel there. Andonian got around this problem by dressing as a local Armenian and boarding a workers' train from a nearby village. He also describes the role of the "garden of tears" (Shahumian Park) where French repatriates would meet and share illicit information about "escape" attempts, or tell the stories of people who had found a way to live. 65 Rumors of escape attempts figure in a number of other narratives and success or failure seems less important than providing evidence that repatriates did not simply resign themselves to their fate, but continued to resist.
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Not only do such elements illustrate the ways in which repatriates were actively engaged in shaping their own lives, they also provide a way for the authors to demonstrate that they had not been complicit in the Soviet system, countering the aforementioned perception in the diaspora that repatriates were no longer authentic Armenians because they had become "too Soviet."
A similar sense of the ability to take control of individual lives is also evoked through recollection of more positive engagements with the Soviet system, such as the recounting of achievements, either success in the minor struggles of daily life, progress through the Soviet education system, finding History & Memory, Vol. 28, No. 2 (Fall/Winter 2016) employment or finally being able to construct the family homes promised in repatriation propaganda. Although the desire to eventually leave the Soviet Union gives all of these narratives a central purpose, the authors' descriptions of their lives in the Soviet Union reveals the extent to which they became a part of Soviet society and, in the short term, shared in the experiences of local Soviet Armenians. After the initial shock of repatriation and the extreme hardship of the immediate postwar years, attaining a comfortable standard of living or the trappings of relative affluence in Soviet society became important. Thus, for example, Sona Meghreblian explains how her eventual financial success as a language teacher allowed her family to take vacations on the desirable Black Sea coast.
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Jeff and Lucie Der Sarkissian's and Rebecca Batrikian's narratives also engage with the theme of being at the mercy of "fate" or "history," but differ in that they present repatriation as a fateful dimension of a family history that was "bigger" than them.
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Family is in fact central to these narratives, both of which trace the development of romances and marriages between repatriates and chart the progress of their families in Soviet Armenia. Batrikian begins her narrative by recounting the six centuries of her family's presence in Cilicia (southeastern Turkey) and explaining the preservation of the family name through time. This provides a sharp contrast to the dislocations of the twentieth century which are evoked in the rest of the text and, in the context of genocide and denial, functions as an assertion of an Armenian right to exist: "Now, there are many of us. In Armenia, France, Bulgaria, Greece and in America." 69 This opening creates a sense of continuity and "rootedness" facilitating the connections that are central to the work of postmemory in the aftermath of rupture. It also, however, locates the repatriations within an encompassing and inevitable family history, a strategy that detracts from individual decisions to repatriate and thus circumvents the question of blame or responsibility.
Both Batrikian and the Der Sarkissians distance themselves from the decision to repatriate, speaking of their youth at the time of repatriations and suggesting that the "final" decisions lay with their fathers. Rebecca Batrikian nonetheless recalls the family conflict caused by repatriation. Her father wanted to repatriate and her mother to remain in France: "I will say to you again, my heart is French and I will stay here until I die!" 70 The use of both "destiny" and "family" as explanatory frameworks for repatriation provides another means for the authors to negotiate the difficult issue of blame. They provide a way of acknowledging but not attributing responsibility for their own participation in an episode of Armenian history that is commonly perceived as a failure and that does not fit an overarching cultural narrative which frequently posits "homecoming" as an ideal. Despite these techniques, the issue of justifying family decisions to repatriate still poses a problem within these narratives, especially because family ties are at the heart of many of these narratives and, more broadly, the family has been, and remains at the heart of Armenian conceptions of national identity. 71 The explanation is usually framed in terms of the difficult times brought about by the war and, for the French authors, by the hardship of living as an "apatride" (stateless person) in France. 72 This is coupled with reference to seductive propaganda issued by the committees responsible for organizing the repatriation. In some cases, being swayed by repatriation propaganda is presented as naive idealism or misguided patriotism. Touryantz, however portrays his experience with the repatriation committee of Lebanon in a much harsher light, as trickery or the manipulation of the Armenian people, and even as a personal betrayal by members of his own family. 73 The political factors that shaped the decision to repatriate are rarely raised in popular discourse regarding repatriation. The importance of commitment to communism for repatriation does, however, come to the fore in several of these narratives, where it explains family decisions to repatriate. Andonian, for example, recounts the disappointment of his mother, a communist, with the reality of life under Soviet rule, whilst the two narratives by repatriates from the United States, Meghreblian and Mooradian, describe how their parents' political persuasions helped shape their decision to repatriate. Through addressing this political context of repatriation in a way that moves beyond describing the accepted division of Armenian diaspora communities into those affiliated with the Dashnaksutiun and "liberals," these narratives highlight both the diversity of the diaspora and the need to address the place of communism in the history of Armenian diaspora communities in greater depth.
Of the authors of these narratives only Tom Mooradian and Hagop Touryantz, describe a personal commitment to communism. Touryantz describes himself as a "nationalist" and a "communist," while at the start of his account Mooradian reveals his own and his father's commitment to communism as well as to the Armenian nation. Touryantz Soviet communism quickly becomes apparent in his highly critical description of the recruitment process, and Mooradian's account is structured around his discovery of the realities of communism. His reaffirmation of American values gives his narrative meaning. In his preface he states "I was born an American. Raised an American. Will die an American." 74 Mooradian makes sense of his experience as much through reference to the rhetoric and symbolism of the Cold War as through reference to Armenian history. In describing his doomed romance with "tantalizing Tatiana," he explains, "Tatiana and I decided that we would not allow the invisible lattice of Cold War missiles allegedly placed strategically around the world to destroy our love for each other. If anything, it intensified it." 75 His narrative, unlike the others addressed here, is therefore very much a "Cold War" story. As such it provides an important reminder that the experiences and perceptions of the repatriates were not only a facet of "Armenian history" but were also embedded in the wider geopolitics of the late twentieth century.
Whether structured around romance, family or Cold War politics, it is the quest to leave the Soviet Union that ultimately gives these narratives their central purpose and provides the ultimate symbol of mastering control of personal and national destinies. The point at which permission to return home is received is therefore the crux of many of these accounts and is achieved only after years of struggle with the Soviet authorities. Most of these texts conclude with "reverse homecomings" of different kinds through a return to life in the diaspora, a step that turns conventional logic regarding "homeland" as a solution to the "problem" of diaspora life on its head. 76 This move from homeland to diaspora challenges idealized diaspora rhetoric and imagery about the importance of a "national home." Touryantz describes his family's departure from Soviet Armenia not as a triumphant escape but in terms of regret. After years of striving to escape, return to Lebanon did not live up to expectations. "the period of our re-adaption was a long and painful process, harder than we imagined." 77 For many of the repatriates, it seems, the return "home" to diaspora was as much a beginning as an end. Like Touryantz, many repatriates from Syria and Lebanon could not feel at home again in the Middle East, instead moving on to the Armenian diaspora communities of California. In some cases the problems of return to the Middle East would be less to do with questions of "belonging" than with the way in which their former "homes" had been transformed through social and political upheaval or conflict. Those who went back to France also found the experience of return unexpectedly testing, especially those who had remained in the Soviet Union for many decades. Not only had diaspora communities changed in their absence, but the transition from the communist to the capitalist world meant that they faced unanticipated challenges. Rebecca Batrikian observed soon after her return, "I understood why Jeff [her husband] had told me I would have to live a new life. I was only at the start, I was surely going to have more surprises." 78 
CONCLUSIONS
It is tempting to approach repatriate memoirs as a means of filling "gaps" in a dominant narrative or providing a more authentic version of repatriate experience. But whilst these narratives provide a range of perspectives, "hearing" repatriate voices, like those of other groups who have been excluded from mainstream historical narratives, is not without its problems. Although they tell a "different" story, these narratives are inflected by (and part of) Armenian collective memory. They are selective and necessarily impose an order on a chaotic past that is as much determined by the present context as the events that they describe. Like all narratives of the personal past they, in the words of Vieda Skultans, "both reach out to past worlds and in the course of their telling construct new worlds of meaning." 79 They might then be best addressed less as a means of accessing an authentic and unproblematic "truth" of repatriation and more as a means of exploring the tensions between dominant modes of representing Armenian displacement and exile and the ways in which they are experienced and interpreted on individual and family levels. 80 These narratives are therefore a potent reminder that although modern Armenian history does not start and end with the deportations and massacres of the First World War period, forced migrations, have, according to Peter Loizos, long "half-lives." Their effects continue to resonate long after they are over, affecting the lives of the next generations as well as those who were initially displaced. with a post-Genocide national narrative structured around suffering and survival. Reading the narratives of those who repatriated between 1945 and 1949 offers insight into the structures of postmemory of the Armenian Genocide and the way they have shaped not only Armenian experiences, but also the ways that Armenians understood and represented these experiences throughout the twentieth century.
In acknowledging the origin stories of repatriate families and making reference to events of the Genocide, these narratives may be understood as a form of "testimony." In taking for granted the fate of the Armenians they may also play a part in challenging narratives of denial emanating primarily from the Turkish authorities. Nonetheless, repatriation narratives are not an easy "fit" with dominant Armenian cultural narratives of the Genocide and its aftermaths. They reveal divisions both between homeland and diaspora and within the diaspora. They expose the realities of, and thus "de-mythologize," return. In the memoirs I have discussed there is a recurrent tension as the account repeatedly reaffirms and then deviates from narratives of Armenian identity, history and belonging. In some cases, the purpose of these memoirs seems to be to reclaim or represent the repatriations as a valid part of these broad cultural and social narratives.
Of course, the significance of these narratives, and of repatriation for Armenian identities more generally, has changed since the publication of the first memoir, Maloumian's Les Fils du Goulag, in 1976. The rearticulations of Armenian identities that have occurred during the post-Soviet period have also entailed rearticulations of social memory. During the late Cold War, repatriate narratives could stand as evidence from behind the iron curtain of the deficiencies of the Soviet regime. For certain sectors of the diaspora these critiques offered proof that their refusal to espouse a Soviet state as homeland was correct. In the post-Soviet period, where relations between a "new" homeland and the diaspora have changed somewhat, narratives of repatriation take on a rather different significance. Currently, even the government of the current Republic of Armenia has been keen to frame the repatriations of the 1940s as a "mistake."
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As mobility between the diaspora and the homeland increases, the paths followed by the repatriates of the 1940s may seem less exceptional.
In the post-Cold War period, designating repatriation as "success or failure" has lost its significance in the diaspora and beyond. However, repatriate narratives still provide an insight into the complexities of Armenian experiences in the twentieth century. They demonstrate that post-Genocide Armenian lives have not been characterized by a static state of victimhood in the diaspora. On the contrary, the lives of Armenians, like other migrants in the late twentieth-century world, have followed complex trajectories marked by displacement, border crossing and resettlement. These trajectories reveal the interplay between the postmemory of the Armenian Genocide and the wider context of late twentieth-century history, notably the Cold War and eventual fall of the Soviet Union. They suggest that members of the Armenian diaspora have been able to actively recast their own lives, forging narratives that are shaped by, but also go beyond, the experience and memory of the Genocide. 2. Use of the term "repatriation" to describe this mass resettlement is common in the Armenian diaspora and in the limited scholarly literature, even though the vast majority of "repatriates" had never before set foot in Soviet Armenian
